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CLAIMS 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the Invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 6,419,511 (Lizell). 

With respect to claims 1 and 10, note that the claim language reads on Lizell. 
Note Figs. 1 , 1 A and Fig. 2. Note that the communication device could be the 
computer. In addition, note Col. 9, lines 41 - 67. Note that in all configurations the 
modular supports are vertically arranged and can have different functions. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 1 is further rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 



Holland (US 5020103) in view Lizell. 
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Regarding claim 1 , Holland shows: 

A plurality of modular components (see fig. 2) configured to be secured to one another 
in a vertical arrangement, one of the components comprising a communication device 
mounting member (i.e. 15) configured for supporting a communication device (20), the 
components (in fig. 2) are configured such that they may be assembled in a plurality of 
vertical arrangement (figs. 3a-3d). 

Holland discloses all the limitations except for the modular components being 
configured to perform different functions. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to have incorporated such configuration in order to same cost on having 
the device made and ease of assembly. 

Claims 10 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bartley et al. (US 3752927) in view of Lizell. 
Regarding claim 10, Bartley shows: 

A tubular communication device mounting member (10) configured for supporting a 
communication device (20), and a plurality of modular components (see fig. 2) secured 
to the tubular member (10) in a vertical, end to end arrangement (see 50, 60, 10). 
Regarding claim 19, Bartley shows: 

A hollow tube (10) having at least one recessed end wall (for 60) configured for securing 
a plurality of modular components (60, 50). 

Bartley discloses all the limitations except for the modular components being configured 
to perform different functions. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/631 ,290 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2614 

art to have incorporated such configuration in order to same cost on having the device 
made and ease of assembly. 

Claims 1 -6, 10- 15 and 17-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Scolari (US 4489306) in view of Lizell. 
Regarding claim 1 , Scolari shows: 

A plurality of modular components (see fig. 1 ) configured to be secured to one another 
in a vertical arrangement, one of the components comprising a communication device 
mounting member (i.e. 10) configured for supporting a communication device (22), the 
components (in fig. 1) are configured such that they may be assembled in a plurality of 
vertical arrangement (figs. 1-2). 

Scolari discloses all the limitations except for the modular components being configured 
to perform different functions. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to have incorporated such configuration in order to same cost on having the device 
made and ease of assembly. 
Regarding claim 10, Scolari shows: 

A tubular communication device mounting member (10) configured for supporting 
a communication device (12), and a plurality of modular components (see fig. 1, 14, 16 
etc.) secured to the tubular member (10) in a vertical, end to end arrangement. 
Scolari discloses all the limitations except for the modular components being configured 
to perform different functions. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to have incorporated such configuration in order to same cost on having the device 
made and ease of assembly. 
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Regarding claims 2-6, 8-9, 1 1-15 and 17-18, Scolari shows: 

At least one component chosen from the group consisting of an extension sleeve and a 

light assembly (see 16); 

A strobe light assembly (fig. 6); 

An end cap (14); 

A base member (66); 

A mounting bracket (see 74 in fig. 10); 

The end walls which is recessed (see 42, 44); and fasteners (46). 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 7 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Scolari in view of Lizell and further in view of Bartley et al. (US 3752927). 

Regarding claims 7 and 16, Scolari/Lizell shows the components. 

Scolari/Lizell differs from the claimed invention in that it does not show a gasket. 

However, Bartley teaches providing a gasket (60) between components. 

Hence, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to modify 

Scolari/Lizell with a gasket as taught by Bartley, such that to provide a good seal 

between components (col. 2, lines 61-63 in Bartley). 
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Response to Arguments 



Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-18 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

U.S. Patent No. 6263069 (Schulze) - note Figs. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Bill Deane whose telephone number is (571) 272-7484. 
In addition, facsimile transmissions should be directed to Bill Deane at facsimile number 
(571)273-8300. 

07Aug2006 



Conclusion 




WILLIAM dTUEANE, JR. 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



